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STRESS IN THE CUPAN (UTO-AZTECAN) LANGUAGES

Jane H. HiLo

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY

0. Introduction

1. Stress placement in Cupefio

2. The historical development of stress
placement in the Cupan languages

3. Cognate sets

0. The Cupan languages, Cahuilla, Cu-
pefio, and Luisefio, have been identified by
Bright and Hill! as constituting a distinct
genetic group within Uto-Aztecan in South-
ern California. Some preliminary reconstruc-
tions for Proto-Cupan were formulated, but
a number of important problems remain. A
crucial question in Cupan is the precise de-
termination of stress placement, not only in
underlying morphophonemic forms recon-
structed within each language, but also in
the proto-forms. In these languages the
placement of stress is apparently determined
very early in the ordered set of phonological
rules. Hence, the remaining phonological
rules, which yield such important points for
comparison as precise vowel quality and
quantity, vowel deletion, consonantal as-
similation and dissimilation, and so forth,
are dependent upon the early rules for stress
placement.

In a recent paper, Seiler? presents a pro-
posed history of some stress changes in the
Cupan languages, particularly as these re-
late to the development of the structure of
the verb. He calls into question the conten-
tion of Bright and Hill that the stress pat-

1 William Bright and Jane H. Hill, The linguis-
tic history of the Cupefio, in Studies in South-
western Ethnolinguistics, ed. by Dell Hymes,
pp. 351-371 (1967) ; hereafter referred to as Bright
and Hill,

2 Hansjakob Seiler, Structure and reconstruc-
tion in some Uto-Aztecan languages, IJAL 33.135-
147 (1967).
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terns in Cupefio and Luisefio represent the
situation in Proto-Cupan, with Cahuilla
being the innovating branch. He suggests
that with regard to stress, Cahuilla is in-
stead the most conservative of the three
languages, and he presents evidence to show
how changes from the situation found in
Cahuilla may be explained for Cupefio and
Luisefio.

In this paper we present new evidence on
this question, particularly from Cupefio. By
using the Cupefio evidence, supplemented by
evidence from Cahuilla and Luisefio and
from Serrano,® another Uto-Aztecan lan-
guage spoken in Southern California but
outside the Cupan group, we hope to demon-
strate that Cupefio and Luisefio, as Bright
and Hill contend, do in fact retain the con-
servative stress pattern and that Cahuilla
is the innovating language. There are some
apparently aberrant patterns in the Wanikik
dialect of Cahuilla, which Seiler suggests, on
the basis of internal reconstruction in
Cahuilla, represent innovations in that lan-
guage. We hope to show that some of these
may equally well be seen as retentions from
the conservative situation found in Cupefio
and Luisefio.

1.0. There are three ways in which the
replacement of stress is determined in
Cupefio words:

3 Field work on Cahuilla was done in connection
with a field methods course at the University of
California, Los Angeles. Jane Hill’s field work on
Cupeiio was supported by the Survey of California
Indian Languages, Department of Linguistics,
University of California, Berkeley, and University
of California, Los Angeles. Kenneth Hill’s field
work on Serrano was supported by the American
Council of Learned Societies.
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1.0a. A root may have inherent stress.
Stress in such roots is invariant, except as
discussed in 1.2.

1.0b. Stress may be determined by its
presence in certain affixes, if the root to
which they are affixed have no inherent
stress.

1.0c. If neither the root nor the affixes in
a word have inherent stress, stress is placed
on the first vowel of the word.

1.1. In phonological terms, there are two
types of roots in Cupefio. A root of the first
type contains some stressed vowel, indicated
with the acute accent. A root of the second
type contains only unstressed vowels, indi-
cated by the absence of any accent (1.3).4

Examples of words containing ‘stressed’
roots are: haxe-lo [haxal] sand, keo'xd-lo
[koxal]l quail, woxitV?i-te [wexit?it] pifion
pine, mihasi-ve-to [mdasivat] grass sp.,
do-quil¥e [Saqiil¥e-] fo joke, tease. When such
roots are inflected to form words, the stress
remains in its original position in the root,
and its position influences the phonological
alternations—vowel loss, change in vowel
quality, consonant assimilation and dis-
similation, and so forth—which are intro-
duced by the set of ordered phonological
rules. If such a root is reduplicated for the
repetitive aspect, the stress is retained in the
reduplicated syllable until quite late in the
phonological rules, thus preventing the dele-
tion of the vowel in the reduplicated syl-
lable. For example: &-quiqil¥s [¢aqiqul¥a-]
to be joking, teasing.

1.2. An exception to the general state-
ment above for stressed roots, that is, that
stress remains on the syllable of the root in
which it is found in the underlying form re-
regardless of the affixes, occurs when certain
verb roots are restructured by some member

4 Phonetic forms are transcribed in a systematie
phonetic notation and are indicated by [...],
except.in 8; morphophonemic forms are indicated
by no speeial punctuation. Most phonetic symbols
should be self-explanatory, except that Serrano
vowels with subscript dot are retroflexed, 1v is
the palatal lateral.
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of a rather uncommon set of derivational de-
vices. These devices are part of a residual
aspectual system of duration and iteration,
which is separate from the normal and more
productive Cupefio system of Perfective,
Imperfective, and Repetitive aspects. The
Durative-Iterative aspect system is marked
by restructuring the root in a number of
ways. As the Durative-Iterative devices
rarely occur in the Cupefio data, it has not
been possible to develop a precise specifica-
tion of the forms, but they often involve
stress change from the underlying position to
some other syllable of the root. The change
in position of the stress is sometimes accom-
panied by a suffix -(4h)ana, by vowel
metathesis or other changes in vowel quality,
or by an infixed glottal stop. A type of
reduplication occurs in this aspect system
which, unlike the repetitive reduplication
mentioned in 1.1, does not retain the stress
in the reduplicated syllable. This allows for
the loss of the vowel in that syllable. Some
examples of forms marked for this system
(indicated as D-I, since in some forms it is
uncertain whether Durative or Iterative
aspect is being indicated), with the basic
forms of the verbs, are given below:
[¢aspale-] (probably < ¢&4-dapala) ~
[6ap4le-1, D-I of &4pala to mend
[¢i?fna-] to carry in arms, D-I of &i?ine to lift
[huva®a-] to smell (~ [hdvihuvi-] fo sniff
(repetitive)), D-I of hiva®a (?) to smell
[kusdane-] to take, pick up ~ [kusi-] ~
[kdgons-], D-I of kusa to take
[muh4ans-] ~ [mimhena-] (< mié-muhV-
ana) to shoot arrows, D-I of muhV to
shoot with a bow
[su?line-] to start a basket, D-I of stlo to tie
[weldwoli-] to srrigate, D-I of wils o dig
[P42¢iwi-] (< ?4-?adiwi) ~ [?idday(wi)-],
D-I of ?46i(wi) to make, do
[Puldans-] (< ?ulV-dhana) ~ [?G?lens-]
(< M4-?ulV-ana), D-I of ?4lV o sew
These examples show many of the effects
of the Durative-Iterative aspect system. It
is easy to see how confusion could be intro-
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duced in comparative work if the cognate
forms of the verb roots or their derived
nouns are in different aspects in different
languages, for the variations, while not
sufficiently profound to obscure cognacy
altogether, certainly obscure original vowel
quality and stress placement. Work in com-
parative Cupan thus far has indicated that
sometimes a language will retain only one
member of the original doublet or triplet set
for a given verb, basing the forms for the
productive aspectual system on only this
one form, the other forms being lost. This
makes it impossible to determine the basic
form of the root from which the entire set is
derived, this root being the one which
ideally is needed for comparative work.

1.3.0. While most Cupefio roots contain
stressed vowels, a small group of roots, in-
cluding, however, some of the most common
roots in the language, are stressless. These
roots contain only unstressed vowels. When
such a root occurs with an affix, stress may
be introduced as an element of the affix, as
noted in 1.0b, or if stress is not an element of
the affix, it is introduced according to the
rule stated in 1.0c.

1.3.1. As the Cupefio stressless roots oc-
cur so frequently, field workers often run
into them while collecting short lists of basic
vocabulary or brief text materials, and their
forms are difficult to account for without
full paradigms. Seiler, lacking the full para-
digm for the stressless root to'wa to see, was
forced to attribute the location of the stress
in the past perfect forms [mindtew] I saw
them, [mipstew] he saw them, [mitémtow] we
saw them to the presence of an enclitic [-?op]
past which occurred in the sentences in
which he collected the forms.® As a matter of
fact, the presence of [-?ep] in these sentences
was coincidental, as forms like [mindtow],
ete., often occur in sentences which do not
contain [-?ep], and, conversely, [-?op] occurs
in sentences where the verb prefix is not
stressed. It happens that the prefixation of

5 Seiler, op. cit. p. 144.
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person markers is simply a mark of the past
tense in Cupefio, and does not depend on
the position of stress in the past tense form
of the verb. The person prefix is stressed in
these forms because a stress carried by the
prefix, which stress is usually blocked by
root stress or by stress on some suffix, is
retained here because the root is stressless
and there is no suffix which would shift the
stress. Thus these forms noted by Seiler are
a manifestation of the type of situation noted
in 1.0b, where the forms of affixes determine
stress placement, and one need not say,
as Seiler does, that ‘“Cupefio forms like
mindtew, mipStew are of a special type that
show stronger univerbalization or fusion
into a verb complex than the other types of
verb forms.”’8

1.3.2. So that future workers in these lan-
guages, particularly in Cupefio, may be able
to avoid such problems, we present here a
full list of the stressless roots so far identi-
fied: hi'lva cheek, hi'fia saliva, ki+ house, ku-
fire, kusa get, take, k¥a: mother’s father,
kva-?a eat, k¥a'la armpit, side, kva'si tail,
ma’ hand, arm, ma'xa give, ma'qe kill, ma-si
father’s brother, ma-xi navel, mu- nose, mu-(¢s)
nipple, mu-hV shoot with bow, muse beard,
whiskers, mu'vi snot, na father, nams ~
na'pi fongue, na'qe come, noa'si mother’s
(younger?) sister, fioma saliva, na'ma weep,
paha father’s sister, pa-la leaf, pi- breast,
puéV eyes, face, seed, qa paternal grand-
relative, qo-na gall, qo-wi forehead, qi-1va nape
of meck, su: mother’s mother, su‘la fingernail,
claw, ta'ma mouth, teeth, ta-ve put down, te:
sinew, to'wa see, to'wi chest, tuku carry,
wa‘qa shoe, wo'na put in, wi'ki flight feather,
wing, ya'xa say, yo' mother, yu: head, head
hair.

It will be noted that all the stressless roots
cited above have a long vowel in the first
syllable. This is simply because of the phono-
logical redundancy rule in Cupefio whereby
all root-initial syllables are either stressed or
long. Thus the vowel of this syllable is never

8 Ibid.
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deleted when these forms are prefixed (ex-
cept, of course, as specified in 1.2). For
examples illustrating the different treatment
of unstressed initial syllables in Luisefio, see
2.7.

1.3.3.0. Stress placement in words in-
volving stressless roots may be determined
by the forms of certain affixes. A distinction
is made between ‘root stress,” indicated by
the acute accent, and ‘affix stress’, indicated
by the grave accent. Root stress overrides
affix stress, and only the first of a series of
root stresses within a word is retained pho-
netically. Conversely, in the absence of root
stress, only the last in a series of affix stresses
is retained.

1.3.3.1. Person prefixes (subject markers,
possessor markers) have affix stress, one
example being the past tense marker noted in
1.3.1, which introduces the subject prefix.
Other examples are: n3-na: [néna] my father,
¢3me-yaxa-pi- [¢Smyoxpil us to say.

1.3.3.2. A few suffixes are themselves
stressed when they occur with stressless
roots. These are -qi present imperfect (singu-
lar subject), and -1 durative subordinator.
Examples are: ta've-qd [tovadl . . . is putting
down, ya=xa-qalo-i [yoxqgolil while ... was
saying.

1.3.3.3. Some suffixes place the stress on
the last vowel of the root. The suffixes are:
Pa-wV at, “Ci- with, by means of, ‘ma:
diminutive, *nu'kV punctual subordinator,
por in, -po?awV on (< ‘po?arwVye),
no-xV from, *pa* place of, *wi augmentative,
*ya objective case, *yoke: to. *ma’ and “wi
behave slightly differently from the others;
their behavior is discussed in 2.6. Examples
are: nd-mi--&* [nam4d] with my hand, nd-
qd--ma’ [nagdms] my son’s child (qa’ paternal
grandrelative), pome-yU'-ne' [pemytins] on
their heads, ?3-pa-hd-ya [?opohdy] your
father’s sister (objective case).

The stress placed on the root by the suf-
fixes cited above is placed there only when
the root immediately precedes the suffix in
question or if there is only one intervening
suffix between the root and the stress-bear-
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ing suffix. Compare the following examples:
Msi-lvalys —  ?si-lvo-yo [?isilvi] coyote
(objective case), ?isi-lvo-mo-ys — ?fsi-1ve-
mo-ya [?isl¥omi] coyotes (objective case).

1.3.3.4. The suffixes -wa* present tmper-
fect (plural subject) and -wo'ne past tmperfect
(plural subject) place the stress on the first
vowel of the root. Examples are: ya-xa-wo
[ydxwa] . ..are saying, Cdme-mA‘xa-wa'ne
[6o?méixwon] we were giving.

1.3.3.6. There seems to be one instance of
‘root’ stress in an affix. That is the suffix -
nominalizer, which is always stressed with a
stressless root even when it occurs before a
stressed suffix. Examples are: ya'xa-f-qi-to
[yoxiqet] one who is going to say, kva-?a-
if-Ga [k¥a?18] food (cf. k™a?a to eat).

1.3.3.6. Note that none of these stresses
which are part of the forms of affixes are re-
tained when the affixes occur with stressed
roots. Thus we have: mi-nd-k¥dwoe-i'ne
[minok¥awin] I invited them, ?isi-1ve-yo
[*1sil¥i] coyote (objective case), mémd-yoks:
[mdmoyks] {0 the ocean, k¥iwe-i'me-qa
[k¥awinqa] ¢s snviting, wiwe-i-do [wiwis] acorn
mush.

1.3.4. If none of the affixes occurring with
a stressless root contains an affix stress, or if
there is no affix in the word, then stress is
placed on the first vowel of the word.
Examples are: kuwsa [kds] ...will take,
ma-xa-ma [maxem] you (plural) give!

2.0. Having presented the rules for stress
placement in Cupefio, we turn now to the
problem of the historical development of the
different patterns of stress placement in the
Cupan languages.

2.1. Bright and Hill’ have demonstrated
that the genetic situation in Cupan is most
probably that represented by the following
diagram:

Proto-Cupan
Proto-Cahuj IIM
Cahuilla upefio Luisefio

7 Op. cit.
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This model for the history of the Cupan
languages is supported by comparative
phonological and lexical evidence, as well as
by ethnohistorical evidence.

2.2. A general and fundamental precept
of the comparative method governs the dis-
cussion of the question of retentions and
innovations in a historical development such
as that proposed by Bright and Hill for
Cupan. In such a situation where three
daughter languages, A, B, and C, have
developed from a proto-language P, and A
and B share a period of common develop-
ment not shared by C, then if some feature
X is found in both A and C, we may assume
that it was a feature of P. The lack of this
feature, or its replacement by some new
feature X', in B must be considered an inno-
vation which did not exist in P, unless there
is compelling evidence to the contrary. The
handling of this type of case is the same in
any discipline based on the genetic method,
in comparative anatomy as well as in com-
parative linguistics. Without this precept
such disciplines cannot operate. Further-
more, in the case of the Cupan languages, the
feature X under consideration is more com-
plex and irregular—unpredictable stress in
Cupefio and Luisefio—while X’ is a simpler,
more regular feature—root-initial stress in
stressed roots in Cahuilla. The suggestion
that the more complex feature would de-
velop independently in the two branches of
Cupan would need extremely strong con-
firmatory evidence. We hope to show 1) that
the evidence to support Seiler’s suggestion
that the Cahuilla feature is the more con-
servative one is not strong enough to counter
both the basic precept of the comparative
method noted above and the evidence from
internal reconstruction in Cupefio and
Luisefio, and 2) that the situation in Ca-
huilla may plausibly be explained as an
innovation on the basis of the evidence from
Cupefio and Luisefio presented here.

2.3. Seiler notes that there are many
cognate sets in Cupan like the following:
Ca [g4xal], Wanikik Ca [qéxa‘l], Cu [kex4l],
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Lu [qax4'l] quail.® His explanation for such
sets is as follows: glottalization, seen in the
objective case in Cahuilla, e.g., gdxa-?-li
quail (objective case), becomes vowel length
in Wénikik Cahuilla (g4xa---1i), Cupeiio,
and Luisefio, and that somehow “the length
penetrated from the objective into the sub-
jective case...primary and secondary
stress were permuted.”’ This is supposed to
have happened in both Cupefio and Luisefio,
on separate lines of descent, to yield Cu
[kox4l], Lu [qax4‘l]. This seems unneces-
sarily complicated, and in certain respects,
rather implausible.

While it is true that in Cupefio there are
no unstressed long vowels, they do exist
morphophonemically, and these long vowels
have no relation with the rules for stress
placement. In Lusefio the long:short oppo-
sition obtains both in stressed position and
in some unstressed positions.’® We suggest
that it is more likely that in Cahuilla an
innovation—the regularizing of stress as
root-initial throughout the lexicon—affected
forms like Proto-Cupan *qaxi-la, yielding
Wiénikik Cahuilla [gdxa-l]. Another pho-
netic change, not undergone by Wainikik
Cahuilla, seems to have taken place in both
Cahuilla and Cupefio, where vowel length
oppositions in both stressed and unstressed
positions are lost.!

2.4, The Cupeiio objective case suffix,
*ye, where " is added to the last vowel of the
root (1.3.3.3), is cognate with the Cahuilla
suffix -?-i, the * in Cupefio corresponding to
the infixed glottal stop in Cahuilla. However,

8 A list of the cognate sets where there is a dif-
ference in stress placement among the three lan-
guages is given in 3, below.

? Loc. cit. p. 145.

© Cf. William Bright, Luisefio phonemics, IJAL
31.342-345.

11 Note that the loss of length oppositions does
not affect double vowels, which result from the
morphophonemic reduction of underlying VhV.
Note also that Cahuilla forms with non-initial
double vowels (all are probably recent loanwords)
are unaffected by the stress shift, e.g., [paxfa?]
racer snake (from Lu [pax4-?]?), [qaxéon] box
(from Spanish cajén).
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we cannot say that this stress has ‘pene-
trated’ into any other case in Cupefio. First,
in the stressless roots the subject case forms
have stress on the prefix (1.3.3.1), e.g.,
nd-ma’ [ndme] my hand (vs. nd-mi--yo
[nem4y] my hand (objective case)), or on the
first vowel of the root (1.3.4), e.g., ma-la
[m4l] hand. Second, when the objective case
suffix occurs with stressed roots, the root
stress blocks or overrides the affix stress. In
fact it is possible to say almost precisely at
what point in the ordered set of phonological
rules this blocking rule occurs.

The deletion of affix stress in the environ-
ment of root stress occurs AFTER the rules
for vowel deletion. The first three rules for
vowel deletion in Cupefio are:

2.4a. A word-final short unstressed vowel
is deleted.

2.4b. A short unstressed vowel followed
by word-final or preconsonantal y (or w?) is
deleted and the semivowel is vocalized to i
(or u?).

2.4c. A short unstressed vowel is deleted
in the environment V;C__CV, where V; is
stressed or long.

Thus: ?isi-1ve-me-ya coyotes (objective
case) — ?si-1vo-mo-y (by 2.4a) — ?isi-1ve-
m-i (by 2.4b) — ?islve-m-i (by 2.4c)
([*$slvomi]). The singular form, ?isi-1¥e-ya
coyote (objective case), however, involves a
stress which blocks the deletion of the
second vowel: ?fisi-lva-yo — ?isi-l¥%-y (by
2.4a) — ?{si-1v-i (by 2.4b), and 2.4¢ does not
apply. Without the suffix stress imposed on
the final vowel of the root, the rules would
produce *[?isl¥i] instead of [*isil¥i].

Affix stress, as well as vowel length, is
deleted BEForRE the late phonological rule
whereby unstressed a becomes o (except
before word-final or preconsonantal y, w).
An example is: hiind--le-yo — hina‘-le-y —
hina--li — hidna-li — htne-11 [hdnali]
badger (objective case).

Thus the behavior of *, ‘affix stress’, can
be described quite precisely. This morpho-
phonemic affix stress does not, however,
penetrate the subject case of inherently
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stressed roots; indeed, as shown above, it
does not even appear in the final phonetic
form of these roots in the objective case, but
is lost in the application of the phonological
rules. We have [?1sil¥i], not *[?isfl¥i]; [hineli],
not *[hundli]. The affix stress is retained in
the final phonetic form oNLY when it occurs
with stressless roots, as in 1.3.3. If Seiler’s
theory of ‘penetration’ were correct, a prin-
cipled theory of internal reconstruction
would predict stress on the final syllable of
the root throughout the Cupeifio lexicon, as
stress-bearing suffixes may occur with every
root. Actually, root-initial stress is the more
common case in Cupefio. As shown above
the presence of affix stress ALways blocks
vowel deletion in stressed roots, and is
always retained in the final phonetic form of
words containing stressless roots. Why
should it only someTIMES, that is, oNLY in
those roots where Cupefio disagrees with
Cahuilla in stress placement, ‘penetrate’ into
the other cases? It would seem much more
reasonable to say that in these roots Cupefio
retains the stress placement pattern of the
proto-language, while the change was in
Cahuilla: the simple innovation of root
stress becoming root-initial stress through-
out the lexicon, except in Wanikik Cahuilla,
and in some exceptions which we examine
below.

2.6. In Wanikik Cahuilla, the regulariz-
ing innovation in Cahuilla mentioned above
has apparently become further extended, so
that root stress has become not simply root-
initial, but word-initial. Thus in Wanikik
Cahuilla stress occurs on the first syllable
of prefixed forms such as [népisqa] I went
out (cp. Desert and Mountain Cahuilla
[nepisqa)).’? The examples of word-initial
stress given by Seiler for prefixed forms in
the Desert and Mountain dialects of Ca-
huilla may be explained as a retention of the

2 Seiler, op. cit. p. 141. The consequence of the
regularizing of the stress pattern in Winikik
Cahuilla appears to be that considerations of
stress have been simply dropped from the lexicon,
stress serving now only to mark word boundaries.
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stress pattern seen in Cupefio stressless
roots. Seiler cites [né?u?] my navel, [¢émyax-
wen] we are like, we say—as compared with
forms like [netdxaw] my body, [nesédl?uh] my
fingernail—and says that the stress on
[né?u?] and [éémyaxwen] represents an inno-
vation: prefixal stress on monosyllabic
roots.’® We suggest, to the contrary, that
forms like [né?u?] and [¢émyaxwen] can be
viewed as involving stressless roots, the only
difference with the stress pattern in Cupefio
being that the presence of the suffix -we'ne
(cognate with the Cupefio -wo'na) does not
entail the special pattern described in
1.3.34.

There seems to have been a certain
amount of reassignment of roots to the
stressed or stressless set between Cahuilla
and Cupeno. Examples are: Ca [nesil?uh)]
(< ne-sdlu-?V-), Cu [ndsul®s] (< nd-su-la-
?V:) my fingernail; Ca [né?as], Cu [ma®4s]
my pet. In such cases further comparative
evidence is necessary before we can decide on
the reconstruction of a stressed or stressless
root for the proto-language.

2.6. The rules for stress placement in
Cupefio may also be used to explain other
examples noted by Seiler. He cites Ca
[ndxanig], Cu [nex4ni§] man; [tdmawet], Cu
{temawit] mockingbird.

Cupefio [nox4ni§] is formed of the root
na'x to be mature, of a male, the durative
marker -a'na (cf. 1.2), the nominalizer -,
and the absolutive suffix -¢s. Thus the stress
in the Cupefio [nox4ni§] man, a matured
male is explained by its being derived from
the durative aspect of the verb. Another
stress pattern appears in the plural [ndnxs-
&im] men, which is derived from the iterative
aspect: ni-naxi-i-Co-me. The stress place-
ment need not be attributed to a proto-
phenomenon of length relating to Seiler’s
proposed suffix -ni§/-i§ status.* In Cupefio
this is definitely the nominalizer -i and the
absolutive -¢o, with the stress of -i being
overridden by the earlier root stress on na-

1 Ibid. p. 141.
# Ibid. p. 145.
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and na(-)x4. There are many words in
Cupeiio suffixed with -i-¢e which have root-
initial stress, e.g., [wiwi§] acorn mush <
wiwe-i-Co, [pAdikiS] leached acorn meal <
paci-ke-i-¢o.

The morphology of [temAwit] mocking-
bird is ta'ma mouth with the augmentative
*wi and the absolutive -to, i.e., big mouth.
Luisefio has [tam4 wut]. The augmentative
suffix *wi, despite these examples, cannot, as
Seiler suggests, involve imposing length on
the last vowel of the preceding root. In fact,
~wi, as well as *ma* diminutive (see below),
imposes stress on the last vowel of only
stressless roots, and *wi shortens the final
vowel of stressed roots. Note the stress pat-
tern and vowel deletions in the following
examples: hine-wi-te — hine-wi-ts [hdn-
wit] bear, %Msi‘wi-te — *Msi-wi-te [Pswit]
wolf. Thus we may assume that in another
example given by Seiler, Ca [stkawet], Cu
[sokdwit] chipmunk (Lu [sukd-wut] tree
squirrel), the Cupefio and Luisefio forms
retain the original stress placement, and the
Luisefio form retains the original length (cf.
Serrano [hikawt] chipmunk).

Similarly for Ca [?i§vax], Cu [?i§vawit]
left hand. In this case Luisefio has [?é5va).
Cupefio also has [?i§vine] on the left, ete.
Although the test forms with prefixes do not
occur in our data, the comparative evidence
suggests these forms involve a stressless root
*?e-6avar. If so, this would explain why the
stress is placed differently in the Cupefio
and Luisefio forms.

Seiler explains the set Ca [kdva?mal], Cu
[kovad?msal], Lu [kavd®?mal] pot, olla by sug-
gesting that ‘ma: diminutive has the form
--ma and causes a stress shift. Again the
Cupefio evidence argues against this analy-
sis. Cupefio shows many forms with root-
initial stress with ‘ma-, e.g., [tivi?’mal] <
tivi-?o*mas-lo small round basket. *ma: be-
haves like ~wi augmentative in that it imposes
stress only on stressless roots (note the vowel
deletion in [tivi?’mosl], not *[tivi?omsl], which
it would be if it were from *tivi-?3-ma--1s),
but unlike “wi it does not cause shortening
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of the last vowel of the root, e.g., [nokafiims]
< pd-kdfii-*ma* my younger brother. With
shortening of the last vowel of the root, the
form would be *[nekafims].

2.7. Seiler notes that ‘in many instances
.. . but certainly not in very instance’’® of a
difference in stress position in the Cupan
languages, Luisefio is like Cupefio, and
Cahuilla shows root-initial stress. It is in
fact the case that in the cognate sets as-
sembled for the three Cupan languages,
where the three languages exhibit different
stress patterns, Luisefio and Cupefio agree
in the overwhelming majority of cases. Most
instances of a difference in the stress place-
ment between Cupefio and Luisefio forms
can be attributed to differences in the han-
dling of stressless roots in the two languages.

The pattern of placement of stress in
Luisefio on words involving stressless roots is
different in one important respect from that
in Cupefio. While in Cupefio words with
stressless roots and no affix stress have stress
placed on the first vowel (1.3.4), the pattern
in Luisefio seems to be that such words have
the stress placed on the second vowel, so
long as the first vowel is short, e.g., [suldt]
claw, hoof, nail (cp. [pusla] s claw, hoof,
natl), [qawis] forehead (cp. [néqwi] my fore-
head), [kami?i§] permission (cp. [nékmi®i] my
permission), [qisi-vi§] fail (cp. [pigsiv] s
tail)*; and on the first vowel if that vowel is
morphophonemically long, an example being
[7é8va] < ?e:GVvar left hand, cited above.

The rules for placing stress on stressless
words in Luisefio and Cupeiio can be seen as
two different manifestations of essentially
the same rule. Recalling the Cupefio phono-
logical redundancy rule whereby stressless
vowels of stem-initial syllables are made
long (1.3.2), that is, given a value of two
morae instead of one, it can be seen that the
rule for placing stress in the two languages

% Tbid.

18 Examples from A. L. Kroeber and George

William Grace, The Sparkman grammar of
Luisefio, UCPL 16, p. 34 (1960).
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is simply that the vowel containing the
second mora in stressless words is stressed.

2.8. A development in Luisefio previ-
ously unidentified is *a, *o > iin __C§, as
in [mixé1] dove < *maxél, [timét] sun <
*tamet, [wixé?tut] pine < *woxé-.

2.9. A Cupefio development previously
unidentified is that of *qa > ke in _CV,
where *a is short. Examples are: [koxil]
quail < *qax4'l, [kowi§] rock < *qawi-da.
Note that original *qa* > Cupefio go in the
same position, as in [qesfl¥] sagebrush <
*qase'l.

3. In order to give a fuller picture, we list
below those cognate sets where the stress
placement is not the same in all three Cupan
languages and where the -corresponding
forms are morphologically similar enough to
allow a clear reconstruction.”” Cognate forms
from Serrano, which is related to the Cupan
group as a whole, are also included. The
Serrano forms demonstrate that vowel
length, phonetically preserved in most
stressed positions in Luisefio, is original, and
cannot be viewed as representing a second-
ary development within Cupan.

AGAVE: Ca ?4mul, Cu ?smil, Lu ?ami-l:
*?ami-l

BUZZARD: Ca ydnavis, Cu yupivi§, Lu
yuni-vis: *yuna-vi§

CHIPMUNK: Ca stkawet, Cu sekdwit, Lu
sukd-wut tree squirrel: *sVki-wat; Se
hika-wt

CONIFER SP.: Ca tévat, Cu tévaet, Lu
tuvat: *tevat; Se tivat

DOG: Ca ?iwal, Cu ?ewil, Lu ?awi‘l:
*awi-l

DOVE: Ca miéxil¥Y, Cu moxil¥, Lu mixél:
*maxé-l; Se magah™t

FISH: Ca kiyul, Cu qoydl, Lu kiyd'l:
*kiyt'l (why Cu ge-?); Se kihu'¢

FLEA: Ca midkas, Cu mokv4s, Lu

17 The sets for grass and raw, which differ in the
Bright and Hill list, have been eliminated, as new
information has shown that the stress placement
in these is actually the same in the three languages.
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mukv4?&S: *mok"4- (why Ca -u-?) or
*muk¥d- (why Cu -a-?).

FOX: Ca qawi’si§, Cu kewisi§, Lu qiwé-wis:
*qawé:-; Se qvo'¢ac

FROG: Ca wixadily,
waxawkila (cf.
waxa'-; Se waqat

GIRL: Ca ndwismaly (cf. ndwitaly teen-age
girl), Cu newiSmol (cf. newiket wife), Lu
nawil young woman, nawitmal girl:
*nawi'-; Se na-§t girl, nahe young woman,
ni‘ht woman, ni-htavic old woman

HORNED TOAD: Ca ¢&ilaka?, Cu &oldka,
Lu ¢aldka: *Calika?.

JACKRABBIT: Ca st?§, Cu s6%8, Lu
su?is: *su?i§; Se h*ui-?t

LEFT HAND: Ca ?#%vax, Cu ?i§vdwit, Lu
?e§va('-) (= morphophonemic *?e-dava);
Se -?0°¢(a-)

METATE: Ca milal, Cu mslil, Lu mal4-l:
*mald ‘]

MOCKINGBIRD: Ca tdmawet,
tomawit, Lu tami-wut: *tami -wot

MOUTH, TOOTH: Ca -t4m?a, Cu -tem?s,
Lu -tami: *tama(:) (reassigned as a
stressed root in Ca); Se -ta-m(a-) tooth

NORTH: Ca témam-, Cu temim-, Lu
tuméi m-: *tom4- m-; Se timinimi- south

OAK 8P.: Ca wi?at, wi?asil¥ oak spp., Cu.
wi?ot, wi?awlet oak spp., Lu wi?i-sal:
*wi?a-; Se wi?aht

OLD MAN: Ca nixalu?vel (cf. néxani§
man), Cu nexdnéu®vel (cf. noxani§ man),
Lu naxdnmal (cf. naxd-¢a- become old):
*naxs:-

ONE: Ca stplsi? (cf. sdpul other), Cu
suplewit, sdlit, Lu supdl: *su-, *supul(-)
PINE: Ca wéxet, Cu waxit?it, Lu wixé?tut:

*woxé-

Cu wiaxedily, Lu
waxd--wut frog sp.):

Cu
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POISON OAK: Ca ?fyal, Cu ?eyil, Lu
?yé-la: *?iyé-la (why Cu -a-?)

POT: Ca kdva?mal, Cu kov4d?msl],
kavi?mal: *kav4?mal

QUAIL: Ca gédxal (Wianikik Ca géxal), Cu
koxil, Lu qaxd'l: *qax4d-l; Se qaqata?

RACCOON: Ca ?4yamal, Cu ?aydmsl, Lu
pi?yamal (with pa- water?): ?ay4-mal'®

RIVER: Ca wéni§, Cu wani§ (cf. winowat
Milky Way), Lu wani$: *wani§ (why Cu
-ii-?); Se wanit

ROCK: Ca qawi§, Cu kowi§, Lu qawi-da
mountain: *qawi-¢a; Se qai-¢ mountain

SAGEBRUSH: Ca qisil¥, Cu qosil¥, Lu
gasil (cf. qé-simal blue sage): *qa-sel
(stress?); Se qa-q™¢

SOUTH: Ca kiéam-, Cu ki¢dm-, Lu ki-éam-:
*ki-éam- (stress?)

SUN, DAY: Ca tdmit, Cu t4mit, Lu timét:
*tamet!®

SYCAMORE: Ca sfvily, Cu sovil¥, Lu
sivé-la: savé-la (why Ca -i-?); Se havo-¢

THIS (oBsecTiVE casE): Ca ?iv?, Cu
?iviy, Lu ?ivi?: *?ivi-; Se ?ivi(y)

WOOD, TO GATHER: Ca kélaw- (kélawat
wood), Cu keldw- (keldwat wood), Lu
kuld-w- (kuld-wut wood): *keld-w- gather
wood, *kold-wVt wood; Se k*uca't wood

YUCCA MOHAVENSIS: Ca hinuvat, Cu
hondvet, Lu hund-vat: *hunt-vat (why
Cu he-?) or *hent-vat (why Ca -4-?)

YUCCA WHIPPLEI: Ca pinal, Cu ponil,
Lu pana-l: *pans-1

Lu

18 *?3y6-mal is reconstructed rather than
*?ayfimal, because Cahuilla would have *?4ymal
from *?ayfmal.

¥ Serrano ta-miat sun, day is probably not cog-
nate. It is related to the Serrano verb ta'mi? to
be light. If Serrano had a cognate with *tamet, we
should expect something like *tamot.
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